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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

Responsive to communication(s) filed on 21 December 2005 . 
2a)[3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) [3 Claim(s) 1-23 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-23 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) KI The drawing(s) filed on 25 August 2003 is/are: a)IEI accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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Response to Amendment 

1. The response filed on December 21, 2005 has been accepted and entered. 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

2. Claim 9 recites the limitation "the detector layers" in lines 1-2 of the claim. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1-5, 7-10 and 14-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
El-Hanany et al (US Pre Grant Publication 2003/0010924 Al). 

Regarding claim 1, El-Hanany et al. discloses an enhanced Compton gamma camera used 
in nuclear medicine (claim 10), comprising: 

A plurality of radiation detector modules (claim 1 1), wherein each module includes: 
At least one edge on radiation detector (figure 3A); 

A communication link (elements 1 14, 1 18 and 124) for transferring data between the 
module and a computer system. 

Regarding claim 2, El-Hanany et al. discloses prior art which includes strip radiation 
detectors (see figure 2). 
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Regarding claims 3-4, El-Hanany et al. discloses the limitations set forth in claim 1, but 
does not explicitly specify that the detectors and modules will have different properties. 
However, it is inherent that since each element will have small differences in their properties, i.e. 
intrinsic noise or parasitic capacitance. Therefore it is inherent that each module or detector will 
have different a slightly different property than the adjacent module or detector. 

Regarding claim 5, El-Hanany et al. discloses prior art which includes a dual sided 
parallel strip detector (figure 2). 

Regarding claim 7, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the edge on radiation detector is a 2-D 
pixilated array detector (page 3, paragraph 0030) 

Regarding claim 8, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the detectors are stacked (see figure 

3A). 

Regarding claim 9, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the layers of the detectors use different 
materials (i.e. element 102 is made of CdZTe and the element 1 18 is made of a polymer). 

Regarding claim 10, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the gamma camera elements 
(elements 118, 102, 124 and 1 14) are all mounted and adjusted before use. 

Regarding claim 15, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the camera operates as an enhanced 
edge-on gamma camera (abstract). 

Regarding claim 16, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the camera operates as an enhanced 
edge on PET camera (page 2, paragraph 00014). 

Regarding claims 14 and 17, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the camera detects radiation 
(element 112). 
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Regarding claim 18, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the camera is used for radiographic 
imaging (page 1, paragraph 0001). 

Regarding claim 19, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the camera is used for radiographic 
imaging (page 1, paragraph 0001), but does not specify CT radiographic imaging. However, 
radiographic imaging encompasses CT imaging and is therefore an inherent that the invention as 
disclosed by El-Hanany et al. is applicable to CT imaging. 

Regarding claim 20, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the camera is irradiated from the side 
(see figure 3A). 

Regarding claim 21, El-Hanany et al. discloses an edge on radiation detector (see figure 
3 A) used in nuclear medicine wherein interaction height information or depth of interaction is 
used to determine sub aperture resolution (page 4, paragraph 0034). 

Regarding claim 22, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the radiation detector is a 
semiconductor array detector (page 1, paragraph 0001) 

Regarding claim 23, El-Hanany et al. discloses that the radiation detector is a scintillator 
or crystal array detector (page 2, paragraph 0016). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
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claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
7. Claims 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over El- 
Hanany et al. (US Pre Grant Publication 2003/0010924 Al) in view of Nygren (US Patent 
5,434,417 A). 

Regarding claim 1 1, El-Hanany et al. discloses the limitations set forth in claim 10, but 
does not specify near-edge on imaging or staggering the detector elements. However, such a 
detector configuration is disclosed by Nygren (figure 5, element 20). One of ordinary skill in the 
art would be motivated to use the detector configuration as disclosed by Nygren with the 
invention as disclosed by El-Hanany et al. in order to allow for convenient electrical connection 
between the processor and the detector. 

Regarding claim 12, El-Hanany et al. discloses the limitations set forth in claim 1, but 
does not specify a collimator for restricting the acceptance angle of incident radiation. However, 
collimators for gamma cameras and other edge-on detectors are well known in the art, as 
demonstrated by Nygren (see figure 5, element 66). One of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to use the collimator/detector configuration as disclosed by Nygren with the invention 
as disclosed by El-Hanany et al. in order to decrease the amount of scattered or erroneous 
radiation from reaching the detection element, thus increasing the accuracy of the detector. 
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Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over El-Hanany et aL 
(US Pre Grant Publication 2003/0010924 Al) in view of Lingren et al. (US Patent 6,046,454 A). 

Regarding claim 6, El-Hanany et al. discloses the limitations set forth in claim 1, but does 
not specify a dual sided crossed strip detector. However, such detectors are known in the art, as 
disclosed by Lingren (see figure 15 A). One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to use 
the detector as disclosed by Lingren with the invention as disclosed by El-Hanany in order to 
increase the accuracy of determining the position of the detected radiation. 

8. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over El-Hanany et al. 
(US Pre Grant Publication 2003/0010924 Al) in view of Nygren (US Patent 5,434,417 A) 
further in view of Pfoh (US Patent 5,400,379 A). 

Regarding claim 13, El-Hanany et al. in view of Nygren discloses the limitations set forth 
in claim 12, but does not specify a shield for covering specific radiation detectors. However, 
Pfoh et al. discloses a mask or shield (figure 4B, element 60) that selectively covers the detector 
elements (column 3, lines 50-61). One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to use the 
mask element as disclosed by Pfoh with the invention as disclosed by El-Hanany in view of 
Nygren in order to decrease the processing time of image data when high resolution images are 
not needed. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicants arguments filed December 21, 2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

a. Regarding the first paragraph, the claim still lacks antecedent basis because it uses 
the phrase "the detector layers" but should refer to an element of the preceding claim, i.e. 
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"The enhanced Compton gamma camera of Claim 8 wherein the stacked detectors are 
made of detector layers that use at least two different materials." 

b. Regarding the second paragraphs 2-21, applicant claims priority to the US Patent 
6,583,420 Bl, however such a priority was never made officially on the record. The only 
benefit to priority recorded was the parent application 10/462,191 that has been 
abandoned. Therefore the El-Hannay reference still remains as prior art. 

Please see MPEP 201.1 1 and 37 CFR 1.78 

The claim for priority must be submitted within the later of four months 
from the actual filing date of the later-filed application or sixteen months from the 
filing date of the prior-filed application. 

Otherwise, a petition to accept an unintentionally delayed claim under 35 
U.S.C. 120, 121, or 365(c) for the benefit of a prior-filed application must be 
accompanied by: 

(i) The reference required by 35 U.S.C. 120 and paragraph (a)(2) of 
this section to the prior-filed application, unless previously submitted; 

(ii) The surcharge set forth in § 1.17(t);and 

(iii) A statement that the entire delay between the date the claim was 
due under paragraph (a)(2)(ii) of this section and the date the claim was filed was 
unintentional. The Director may require additional information where there is a 
question whether the delay was unintentional. 

c. Regarding paragraphs 3-21, applicant argues elements that are not disclosed in the 
claims, (i.e. interaction height information vs. interaction depth information, 1-D vs. 2-D 
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edge on detectors.). Again, applicant should differentiate between the prior art and what 
is claimed 

d. Regarding paragraph 4, applicant argues that the specification discloses different 
properties of detectors and detector modules. However, such differences are not claimed 
in the claims. The claims merely state that the detectors/detector modules have different 
properties, and the El-Hanany reference discloses general differences in properties, and 
therefore reads on the claim (claims 3-4) 

e. Regarding paragraph 5, applicant argues that the El-Hanany reference does not 
disclose a dual sided parallel strip detector and supports this statement requiring different 
cathodes and anodes, however such a limitation is not stated in the claim. Applicant again 
refers to elements that are not in the claim. 

f. Regarding paragraph 6, applicant argues that the El-Hanany reference does not 
disclose electronically determined sub- aperture resolution capability for edge on 
detectors, however, such a limitation is not present in the claims. 

g. Regarding paragraph 7, applicant argues the "stacked" detector is disclosed in a 
prior application, however such an assertion has not be identified on the record, (see 
above paragraph b). 

h. Regarding paragraph 8, applicant argues the El-Hanany reference does not 
disclose layering the detector using different materials and discloses that the Hanany 
reference discloses a CdZnTe and polymer layered detector. Nothing in the claim restricts 
the layering of the detector, therefore the CdZnTe/polymer layering as disclosed by 
Hanany reads on the claim. 
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l. 



Regarding paragraph 9, applicant argues that the detectors are not adjusted before 



use, however the claim does not state when the adjustment is made. Therefore the 



rejection using Hanany remains proper. 



J- 



Regarding paragraphs 10-15 (see paragraph e above). 



k. Regarding paragraphs 16-21, applicant argues elements that are not disclosed in 
the claims, (i.e. interaction height information vs. interaction depth information, 1-D vs. 
2-D edge on detectors.). Again, applicant should differentiate between the prior art and 
what is claimed 

10. An examination of this application reveals that applicant is unfamiliar with patent 
prosecution procedure. While an inventor may prosecute the application, lack of skill in this field 
usually acts as a liability in affording the maximum protection for the invention disclosed. 
Applicant is advised to secure the services of a registered patent attorney or agent to prosecute 
the application, since the value of a patent is largely dependent upon skilled preparation and 
prosecution. The Office cannot aid in selecting an attorney or agent. 

A listing of registered patent attorneys and agents is available on the USPTO Internet 
web site http://www.uspto.gov in the Site Index under "Attorney and Agent Roster." Applicants 
may also obtain a list of registered patent attorneys and agents located in their area by writing to 
the Mail Stop OED, Director of the U. S. Patent and Trademark Office, PO Box 1450, 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450. 



1 1 . This action is a final rejection and is intended to close the prosecution of this 
application. Applicant's reply under 37 CFR 1.1 13 to this action is limited either to an appeal to 



Conclusion 
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the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences or to an amendment complying with the 
requirements set forth below. 

If applicant should desire to appeal any rejection made by the examiner, a Notice of 
Appeal must be filed within the period for reply identifying the rejected claim or claims 
appealed. The Notice of Appeal must be accompanied by the required appeal fee of $250.00 
(small entity fee). 

If applicant should desire to file an amendment, entry of a proposed amendment after 
final rejection cannot be made as a matter of right unless it merely cancels claims or complies 
with a formal requirement made earlier. Amendments touching the merits of the application 
which otherwise might not be proper may be admitted upon a showing a good and sufficient 
reasons why they are necessary and why they were not presented earlier. 

A reply under 37 CFR 1.1 13 to a final rejection must include the appeal from, or 
cancellation of, each rejected claim. The filing of an amendment after final rejection, whether or 
not it is entered, does not stop the running of the statutory period for reply to the final rejection 
unless the examiner holds the claims to be in condition for allowance. Accordingly, if a Notice 
of Appeal has not been filed properly within the period for reply, or any extension of this period 
obtained under either 37 CFR 1.136(a) or (b), the application will become abandoned. 
12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
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the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christine Sung whose telephone number is 571-272-2448. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday- Friday 7-3 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Porta can be reached on 571-272-2444. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Christine Sung 
Examiner 
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